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The theme of this event is ‘GlobaLOCALisation’ – a made-up word that literally expresses a 
contradiction or clash between global and local, even as it tries to overcome it by 
producing something new; something that doesn’t yet have a word of its own.  
 
What makes a city a creative city? Perhaps the best answer is implicit in that title – a 
creative city is one where something new struggles to emerge from the disruptions and 
tensions caused by the clash of opposing ideas.  
 
In this presentation I will focus on the creative industries as a prerequisite for a creative 
city. But here too there are opposing ideas; and again the best policy may not be to choose 
between them but to focus on the productivity of the differences: not defining the 
creative industries, but emphasising the clash of definitions.  
 
The idea overall is to show two things:  
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 Creativity: the clash of incommensurate systems, ideas, forces, meanings and values 
is exactly what’s needed for creativity to evolve, grow, and prosper;  
 The City: is a highly evolved ‘machine’ for managing variety, change and difference 
in the growth of knowledge and ideas.  
In short, the creative city is one that builds ‘clusters of clusters’ to enable the self-
management of complexity, the emergence of new ideas, and the growth of knowledge. Clash 
and difference is what allows for change and innovation. 
 
Health-care versus racketeering?  
The creative industries were not welcomed as the cool new young kid on the block. On the 
contrary – they were regarded with suspicion. A recent book called Creative Cities, Cultural 
Clusters and Local Economic Development (ed. Phil Cooke and Luciana Lazzeretti, 2008), 
makes this distinction, between the ‘cultural economy’ and ‘creative industries’: 
 Cultural economy: ‘lengthily trained artists, singers, curators and musicians’ with ‘an 
aesthetic status comparable to that of many health-care systems’; its source is in the 
academy and public institutions. 
 Creative industries: ‘entrepreneurship bordering on racketeering’ where ‘all make 
money, some criminally large amounts thereof’; their sources are the street, the 
market, private enterprise. 
However extreme, this distinction does suggest that a creative city needs more than one 
district: one for the high-end cultural institutions including galleries, museums and 
universities; others for street markets, shopping malls, and the HQs of global media 
companies. Analytically, it may be important to distinguish the ‘cultural economy’ from the 
‘creative industries’ – but from the point of view of a city, it is equally important that they are 
in close enough proximity to cross-fertilise.  
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This is the basis for cluster theory. Clustering is the historic solution to problems of 
complexity, and this is the prerequisite for a creative city. Self-organising individuals in close 
proximity are both competitive, in the sense that they both send and receive signals in the 
‘economics of attention’ (think of artists and writers on the Left Bank of Paris in the 
nineteenth century); and at the same time collaborative, in that only a city can provide the 
collective intelligence and specialisations required for elaborate creative productivity (think 
of the range of skills mentioned in film credits). Cooke and Lazzaretti say that complexity 
springs from the ‘characteristic dialectic of disagreement, dissatisfaction, even alienation’ of 
the arts, which triggers new work that is by definition novel, original and innovative.  
 
Here then the rationale for the arts is the same as that for the city – both require complexity, 
competition, clash, creativity. I don’t dispute the logic of complex and competitive creativity 
in a clash of contradictions as the rationale for creative innovation.  
 
Does this mean that cities should strive to develop a cultural economy, as opposed to the 
creative industries? It is true that the creative industries, as an idea, has generally been seen 
in commercial terms, and in some of its sectors it is what the British media Tycoon Lew 
Grade once called ‘a license to print money.’ Nevertheless the creative industries work by the 
same logic as the cultural economy – and are indeed part of the same phenomenon. Cooke 
and Lazzaretti concede the same point: ‘Clustering is a sine qua non [without that, nothing] of 
both cultural economy and creative industries’; the city has both requisite specialisation and 
variety; and both the ‘health-care’ cultural economy and the ‘racketeering’ creative industries 
require clusters.  
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It is easy to see why clustering was thought to be the major policy tool for encouraging 
creative cities. This idea was not only a product of complexity theory, but also of economic 
geography, following Michael Porter’s cluster theory for industries; and Richard Florida’s 
argument that creative personnel will cluster in certain types of environment. In recent work 
Richard Florida has emphasised the importance of 40 or so ‘mega-regions’ globally, where 
creativity is accelerated by: 
 The highest velocity of ideas,  
 The highest density of creative people,  
 The highest ‘urban metabolism’ rate (Florida 2009).  
 
Thus a ‘creative city’ results from ‘clustering’ its inhabitants and visitors, not just its 
industrial plant. Think ‘festival’ not ‘factory.’ 
 
Further, creative clusters don’t work like industrial clusters. Lazzaretti et al (2009: 21) say 
that compared with other potential factors encouraging creative clustering, ‘the role of the 
city as capital of the region and the diversity of the location’s productive structure are much 
more strongly correlated with the concentration of creative industries.’ In other words, what 
is important to creative industries as clusters is not similarity (clustering of the same 
industries and human capital) but variety and diversity – the clash of opposites. 
 
Three CI models 
Since the emergence of the concept of the creative industries in policy discourse during the 
1990s, three different models can be identified. Each one has supplemented – not supplanted 
– the one before. The commonly accepted definition is only the start of the story. It focuses 
on clusters – but it restricts this idea to a ‘real estate’ notion of the cluster: industrial parks 
with clusters of similar companies. It does not go to the heart of why clustering is important, 
with is that cities cluster creativity to solve problems of complexity. 
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Most policy to date has focused on the ‘industries’ part of creative industries. Another clash 
needs to be resolved – the opposing policy strategies of ‘top-down’ industrial development vs 
‘bottom-up, self-organised complex systems. If it is the case that creative clusters are an 
evolved solution to problems of complexity, then it is not good policy to isolate creative 
production in a single-function industrial park.  
 
CI-1: Creative clusters  
 industry  
 closed expert system  
CI-2:  Creative services 
 economy 
 closed innovation system  
CI-3: Creative citizens 
 culture 
 open innovation network 
 
CI-1: Creative clusters (industry) – closed expert system  
 Industry definition (e.g. DCMS under Chris Smith),  
 ‘creative clusters’ of different ‘industry sectors’ – advertising, architecture, 
publishing, software, performing arts, media production, art, design, fashion etc. – 
that together produce creative works or outputs.  
 ‘Provider-led’ or supply-based definition.  
 The sector is reckoned to be anywhere between three and eight percent of advanced 
economies (UK, USA, Australia), also important to emergent economies (e.g. China, 
Indonesia, Brazil). 
 high-growth,  
 economic multiplier effect. 
 
CI-2:  Creative services (economy) – closed innovation system  
 Services definition (e.g. DCMS under Tessa Jowell),  
 ‘creative services’ – creative inputs by creative occupations and companies 
(professional designers, producers, performers and writers)  
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 Creative services expand the creative industries by at least a third (CCI ‘creative 
trident’).  
 Creative input is high value-add,  
 Adds value to the economy as a whole, boosting the innovation of otherwise static 
sectors (e.g. manufacturing). 
 
CI-3: Creative citizens (culture) – open innovation network  
 Cultural definition (emergent) 
 ‘creative citizens’ – population, workforce, consumers, users, and entrepreneurs, 
artists  
 User-led or demand-side definition  
 The energies of everyone in the system can be harnessed, adding the value of entire 
social networks and the individual agency of whole populations to the growth of 
knowledge 
 Domain of experimentation and adaptation, where individual agency may have 
network effects. 
 
The first two models – CI-1 and CI-2 – are based on the economy; CI-3 is based on culture. 
CI-3 extends the idea of the creative industries from firms to the whole population. In Clay 
Shirky’s phrase: ‘Here comes everybody!’ Everyone’s creative potential can be harnessed for 
innovation, which can come from anywhere in the system.  
 
In fact CI-3 is radically different from CI-1 and CI-2, because: 
 it focuses on culture not economy, consumer or user not producer, and whole 
populations (social networks) not firms 
 it is the beneficiary of the digital revolution, posing a direct and fundamental 
challenge to ‘industry’ business models. 
 
CI-3 is therefore another example of how the clash of opposites is proving to be the driver of 
change in creative productivity. Rather than being seen as the output of an industry, creativity 
becomes a property of complex systems, socially-networked relations, and the interaction of 
cultural and economic activities. Furthermore, social networks themselves are sources of 
innovation; they are not simply distribution media.  
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‘Creative destruction’ 
To make matters more difficult for policymakers, the creative industries sector as a whole is 
changing rapidly. Technological and social changes force the pace. In particular, the rapid 
growth of the internet and social media has had a disruptive effect, especially with the growth 
of consumer-created content (OECD 2007).  
 
In fact the creative industries were among the first to experience Schumpeterian ‘creative 
destruction.’ The original, ‘analogue’ concept – covering film, TV, publishing, performing 
and visual arts – went digital and, increasingly, mobile.  
 
The driver of the creative industries was transformed, from copyrighted ‘arts and media’ to 
‘publish-yourself’ digital networks – examples include YouTube, Facebook, Wikipedia, 
Twitter and other social networking sites, which provide the platform for user-created content 
and social network markets.  
 
The most important ‘invention’ of the internet has been ‘the user.’  
 
And the digital user is in tension with the analogue copyright-holder; a tension that is by no 
means resolved. One immediate policy implication is that the emphasis shifts from copyright 
(CI-1) to innovation (CI-2 and CI-3); from intellectual property (CI-1 and CI-2) to emergence 
(CI-3). Where creative industries require strong copyright enforcement, a creative culture 
operates on the axiom that ‘knowledge shared is knowledge gained.’ 
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The dynamics of change have a strong impact on existing forms and enterprises. Thus, 
around the world, businesses that once dominated their sector (e.g. music, newspapers) are 
struggling to find a viable business model, while upstart start-ups appear from nowhere and 
create a new market.  
 
Creative ideas = the growth of knowledge  
Given the importance of users as producers, learning and experimentation are important 
elements of creativity missing from the standard ‘creative industries’ model. New ideas may 
come from outside the industrial context of professional specialisation and the division of 
labour, to include learning among myriad users; and learning from networks-as-agents. 
This kind of networked and creative learning is informal, distributed, peer-to-peer, just-in-
time and imitative. It is often associated with entertainment formats rather than the formal 
education system. 
 
For their part, schools have been slow to promote universal digital literacy for content 
creation. They routinely counsel parents to switch off the TV or (as a recent guide to top 
schools in the UK put it) to ‘blow up the games console’ (The Tatler’s Schools Guide, 
October 2010, p. 52). Schools continue to prioritise print literacy, and to see digital media as 
mere entertainment – a distraction from learning not a forum for it. 
 
Thus a prerequisite for further economic growth is education – formal and informal – for the 
growth of creative productivity and interaction among users. 
 
A useful side-product of education for ‘creative quarters’ in cities like London or San 
Francisco is that such districts are associated with large numbers of students and universities 
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in the neighbourhood, stimulating ‘early adopter’ consumers, start-up enterprises, and a 
population interested in experimentation, events, happenings and novelty. For instance 
London boasts half a million post-secondary students, of whom 80,000 are international. 
In such a lively environment, creative innovation arises from both formal and informal 
sources. It can now be seen as both ‘elaborate’ production by existing specialist 
organisations (CI-1 and CI-2), and ‘emergent’ meanings arising from distributed, self-
organising social networks (CI-3).  
 
What links them all is ideas. As John Howkins puts it, ‘ideas are the new currency.’  
In practice, a combination of all three models – creative clusters, creative services, and 
creative citizens – is part of the intellectual infrastructure of a creative city, bringing into one 
place the energies of producers and consumers, intellectual property and intellectual capital, 
elaborate and emergent creativity, work and leisure, supply and demand.  
 
The creative city is a ‘medium’ in which population-wide creativity is mixed and circulated; 
and creativity is the emergence of new ideas.  
 
With broadly distributed digital creativity, the extent and rate of experimentation and 
adaptation is increased for the entire economic-cultural system; as is the potential for 
distributing solutions that can rapidly scale up from ‘garage’ start-ups to global applications 
(e.g. iTunes app-store). 
 
This expanded notion of creativity as a broad-based ‘innovation culture’ (CI-3) means that 
cities like Beijing will need different policy settings compared with those that see the 
‘creative industries’ merely as a growth sector of the economy (i.e. CI-1 and CI-2). Joining 
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creativity with the economy, and populations with producers, makes for a cosmopolitan 
culture that allows ‘everybody’ to influence and be influenced by others. This indeed is a 
distinguishing feature of ‘social network markets’ like the creative industries (Potts et al 
2008).  
 
Such a culture combines existing cultural institutions, commercial firms, and emergent forms 
– it transforms culture from ‘heritage’ to ‘emergence.’  
 
Policy responses 
Policy settings need to shift: 
 Creativity: Attention shifts from the producer, or supply end of the value chain, to the 
relations among myriad networked agents who may be both producers and consumers, 
and to the interactions among social networks – especially those using digital 
technologies.  
o Thus, the focus of policy shifts from ‘expert systems’ to ‘user productivity.’ 
Social networks themselves become productive (cloud computing, crowd-
sourcing, wikis). 
 Urban planning: Attention shifts from real estate – creative clusters and parks – to 
human resources, patterns of usage, and the question of how micro-level individual 
pathways and uses of the city scale up to ‘macro’ level organisational forms and 
activities.  
o Policy focus shifts from pre-planned and controlled sites to evolving and 
‘scale-free’ networks (see ‘urban emergence’: Mathieu Helie).1 
 Economics: Attention shifts from the enforcement and exploitation of intellectual 
property to the emergence of novelty.  
o Policy focus shifts from ‘industry’ to innovation. 
There remains a tension between producer-based urban development and consumer-based 
digital literacy: between intellectual property and intellectual capital. 
 
                                                          
1 See: http://emergenturbanism.com/urban-complexity-in-the-practice-of-urbanism/ 
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Cities as incubators of social network markets 
In terms of physical infrastructure, it will be important to focus not on production plant but 
on relationship-formation, shifting attention from real-estate solutions to what my colleague 
at the CCI Jason Potts calls ‘novelty bundling markets’ (Potts 2010). These include ‘scenes,’ 
festivals, incentive competitions or awards, and venues that allow the integration of cultural 
and economic approaches to creativity, the mixture of ideas, and a rich interaction between 
‘productive consumers’ and creative enterprise. 
 
CULTURE   PLACE   ECONOMY  
Consumption   Mediation  Production  
Demand   Platform  Supply  
Scene/   City   Industry 
Festival  Quarter   Cluster  
Novelty bundling  Urban connections Institutions and firms   
 
“social  ...  network  ... markets”2 
 
Intellectual capital Community context Intellectual property 
Identity  nowledge   Growth  
Play   Mix/Move  Work 
Creative culture Creative city   Creative industries 
 
Constructing a creative city requires that all three columns of attributes (in the diagram) are 
nurtured: Culture for ‘emergence’; a place for ‘mixing’; and economy for coordinating. 
The ultimate aim must be to integrate – or at least to broker the tensions among – all three 
‘models’ of the creative industries: CI-1 (top-down industry production); CI-2 (b2b service 
economy) and CI-3 (bottom-up cultural productivity).  
 
Practical implications 
What this means in practice is: 
                                                          
2 New definition of creative industries from Potts, Cunningham, Hartley & Ormerod (2008). 
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• Combination of IP content and networked relationships, e.g. not just the copyright-
protected song or album but also the ‘assemblage’ of concert or festival, where 
participation is itself productive for both performers and audiences.  
• Integration of expert and amateur; commercial and ‘gift’ economies. Turn-taking or 
dialogic approach to development of ideas – e.g. games industry; YouTube. 
• Focus on emergence – experimentation and learning, not pre-planned structure. 
• Spaces where ‘play’ intersects with ‘work’; and both are globally connected. 
• Networked relations are themselves productive of new ideas, new values: networks 
are not simply pipelines for shifting goods, but part of the creative system. 
• Innovation and growth are based on emergence, experimentation and adaptation, not 
planning and control. 
 
For policymakers, the strategy for world-class cities will include these elements: 
 The objective of creative policy is to stimulate innovation and the emergence of new 
ideas, not simply to protect copyright or existing players. 
 It’s about ‘productive consumers’ as well as corporate producers – the social network 
determines choices; and the social network produces new ideas. 
 Ideas emerge from mediation, mingling and mixing: they are stimulated when 
‘bundled’ as for example in festivals, where the experience is much greater than 
simple consumption of a performance. ‘Novelty bundling’ or ‘redaction’ will be 
important components of any creative city.  
 A place will be known by its ‘scenes’ rather than by industry clusters; and scenes will 
include ‘transmedia’ platforms – ubiquitous computing, mobile media, and networked 
links to other places. 
 Knowledge is much more than information; it is also relationship, meaningfulness, 
identity and performance – in short, culture. 
 Intellectual capital requires patient ‘investment’ – through support for local as well as 
metropolitan arts, and access to creative expression for both professionals and 
citizens; also through education (formal and informal) in novelty, networks, and 
‘apps’. Digital literacy for all is the best investment when ‘everybody is a publisher.’ 
 
Open futures 
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Meanwhile, emergent economies have to be careful not to import a ‘catch-up’ model of IP 
protection from the US; instead, seizing the opportunity to ‘leapfrog’ Western creative 
industries by:  
 investment power (creative clusters)  
 building a domestic consumer market base (creative economy) 
 harnessing creative heft of its own population (creative culture) 
 developing a creative export market, based on growth in all three CI models (industry, 
economy, culture). 
 
The Creative Industries are evolving, complex, adaptive, and open networks. To understand 
them properly requires constant attention to the dynamics of change, and an interdisciplinary 
dialogue between economics and culture, business and government, research and action.  
 
The network effect  
‘GlobaLOCALisation – Local Move, Global Success’ 
Cities as network hubs in information, data, trade and creativity flows both local and global; 
and citizens as agents in ‘small-world’ networks that may span the globe while remaining 
embedded in the neighbourhood. 
 
Clash, cluster, complexity, creativity  
 copyright vs sharing 
 local city vs global network  
 intense inner-city clusters vs ‘virtual’ clusters in social network markets 
 elaborate art (authors) vs emergent innovation (users) 
 
Urban Planning or Poverty Porn?  
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How should city planning respond to the challenge of creative complexity? The evidence 
suggests that it is almost completely blind to its existence. 
 
A good recent example is Kevin McCloud of Grand Designs fame, who made a short TV 
series for Channel 4 UK about Dharavi, the slum in Mumbai made famous by Slumdog 
Millionaire. Developers want to clear it away. But he concludes that (despite the rats, rubbish, 
lack of water and sanitation) it is a thriving community, producing its own self-organised 
solutions to complex problems, chief of which is earning a living. 85% of the residents are 
employed, money is made, and waste is minimal. In other words the creativity is bottom-up, 
unplanned, Beinhocker style. But the slum offends the planners – as slums have done in the 
past all over the world, including London. Dharavi is threatened with demolition in favour of 
planned high-rise developments (of the very kind that proved disastrous in Britain and 
elsewhere).  
 
So there is a tension between ‘creative cities’ from the planners point of view and ‘creative 
cities’ from the point of view of those who are actually creating the ‘emergent urbanism’ of 
the productive slum. How to make policy alive to both – do you clear them away for an opera 
house; or do you put in a water supply? Supporters of development accused McCloud of 
indulging in ‘poverty porn.’ But perhaps he has a point: planners need to understand the 
emergence of complexity more thoroughly before they drive a bulldozer through it. A better 
strategy would be to plan for a city to thrive on the clash of differences, opposites, and 
creativity of its own citizens, including the creative tension between global flows (of 
knowledge, capital, and culture) and local agency (including bottom-up enterprise, user-
created content, and ‘festival’ forms of mixing), to maximise the opportunities for something 
new to emerge from the disruptions and tensions caused by the clash of opposing ideas. 
